AD-A174 181  PRESCRIPTION FOR THE COUNTERSTROKE - THE RIRNECWIZED i1
DIVISION AT THE OPERATIONAL LEVEL OF WARCU) Al
OHNRND AND GENERRL STAFF COLL FORT LERVENNORTN KS
UNCLASSIFIED SCHOO G S WEBB 15 MAY 86 F/G 15/7




|
? 1
o !
' Y
“‘.’k
'y
7
e e -
:t‘ i ‘
e 28 s
h s L
d = w32 nzz
“"\P R —— u 3 h
- ) fi22 -
? Il :. =
o ‘ BLCL I
] : =
3
a2 Jiis pee |
=———— E— ——
s
7
!:f \~
I:q:
l"‘
"
. :.- .

$CROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART

?NAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS»!‘)G}A“

2 .

_.l;x‘ - e . vy '“y

. | ! U v, ! SVt
o “\.\ ;a"a.,,. \“u 4,‘ ‘:‘..ﬂ 'a"a‘"? i;:'t; 1 5 A‘ o‘.‘c' :‘Q .'n* ¥ \‘o | ‘::n H‘.‘u N sUO‘z‘l' R G ‘a' .; H‘ ‘.i “ “ ‘;
I e N LR ) Al SRTEA ¢
o ! 2t u g « o . ORI o RO byl ‘
X ’& ‘\f;f‘tt NS \0 ’ 0“&. ,::0"‘ M '_F a n '.ol o': c't t*“t",«'*,; ﬂc e ~,v ,: ',w‘-v,-‘b,v'-.» ',r"‘v“.i‘*.
A 7 e ST ‘ )
b s ML Voo b . P



) Prescription for the Counterstroke:
The Airmechanized Division
at the
Operational Level of War

AD-A174 181

by
Major George S. Webb
Aviation

School of Advanced Military Studies
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

DTIC

FLECTE
. NOV 191986 |

15 May 1986

B

Q
&
Ll
— APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE:
D—-_ DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITED.
1
;::":
[
Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited
86-3645
[
. - '
'G"‘::f"n;""‘b‘n "!"l‘!‘nh‘n;:':';\" v . ‘ A A5 < it ',. - . A n’. < : .".‘;:!a'.\':\ '.A':'l::‘t'- X "«‘:'-"}, ol '."



_UNCLASSIFIED
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE

Form Approved

31 REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE o NP e 188

Exp Date Jun 30,1986

¥
: 1a REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS
¢ Unclassified
' 2a SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY 3. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF REPORT
y Approved for public release; distribution
; 2b DECLASSIFICATION / DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE is unlimited
'Y 4 PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 5. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)
)
)
]
6a. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b. OFFICE SYMBOL [ 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION
US Army Command & General Staf ngfappMabk)
College g&sﬁ
6c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)
) Ft. Leavenworth, KS 66027
I\ 8a. NAME OF FUNDING / SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL | 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
i ORGANIZATION (if applicable)
+
~: 8c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS
) PROGRAM PROJECT TASK WORK _UNIT
ELEMENT NO. | NO. NO. ACCESSION NO
¥ '

11 TITLE (Include Security Classification)
Prescription for the Counterstroke: The Airmechanized Division at the Operational Level of

A, e

~War
12 PERSONAL AUTHOR(S})
Webb, George Sidney, Major, US Army
¥ 13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) }15. PAGE COUNT
N Monograph FROM TO 86 /May/15 58
» 16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION
;5‘
17. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by biock number)
4 FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP Airmechanization; aviation; counterattack; counterstroke;

operations; mobility; agility; defense; NATO; maneuver;

! 19. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)

h The purpose of this paper is to determine, at the operational level of war, those factors in
the defense which support a successful defensive-offensive and in particular to examine those
“ factors relevant to the NATO Center today. The study incorporates a theoretical examination
| of the mobile defense; looks at several operational level counterstrokes to distill from themr
) their "historical constants"; applies those lessons to the defense of the NATO Center today;

s and briefly explores the concept of airmechanization.

Y The author concludes that attrition warfare is an increasingly unacceptable approach to com-
bat for the US Army and that a maneuver style of war is more appropriate, particularly in the
NATO Center. If so, then a mobile defense is the most likely means of successfully executing
such a maneuver system. Furthermore, the counterstroke, as an integral component of the

K mobile defense, capitalizes upon the tenets of initiative and agility.

e The counterstroke force, however, requires a significant agilitydifferential on the battle-
k field, most easily achieved through mobility. Since, as von Senger advises, all (over)

o 20 DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21 ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
[ UNCLASSIFIEDAUNLIMITED [ SAME AS RPT O oric users | unclassified
" 22a NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 22b TELEPHONE (Include Area Code) | 22¢ OFFICE SYMBOL
\ MAJ George S. Webb 913-684-3437 ATZL-gMt SV
. 24
R DD FORM 1473, 84 MAR 83 APR edition may be used until exhausted SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE ¢
[
All other editions are obsolete UNCLASSIFIED

]

‘a0, e R N N R D B ™ | S T T A | AR

2 v [ -.‘
A Y] 1 o\ LA . St A e ) : | R o1
A n‘” KOOSR S RO M RO RN '-'&"o‘&n' o-' Rk xJ "» ‘5'!"&" " Qo s

g
-"0~\. b!l



BLOCK 19 (cont):

modern armies are mechanized or motorized, aviation offers the agility and mobility
required of a counterstroke force. At the operational level of war, the author feels
that this force should be an airmechanized division.

Gk ¥ OOCReh
R TR th

0 ] , BAGHONS Wi ¥
QOO 15,000,000, Py Vo b AN et
AN SR .'.m'a'-fl'f"vft v, a’f‘z"’z‘ﬂ»f"',\‘:.“si"n




Prescription for the Counteratroke:
The Airmechanized Division
at the
Operational Level of War

by
Major George S. Webb
Aviation

School of Advanced Military Studies
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

15 May 1986

DTIC

R ELECTE
T NOV19185

B

Approved for public release; distribution ia unlimited

86-3645

APPROVED FOR PURLIC RELEASE: .
DETMBUTKﬁJUNUMﬂED. :

iR odRR R NN PR AR A o iy



School of Advanced Military Studies

Name of Student: Major George S. Webb

Title of Monograph: Prescription for the Counterstroke:
The Airmechanized Division at the
Operational Level of War

Approved by:

aAANLO :::%“K2»J4“J;EL\ Monograph Director

&nes J. &chneider,

/% M/”Vb&/ . Director, School of

Colonel Richard H. Sinnreich, M.A. Advanced Military Studies
’ "_nfgilléaﬁf—' 'ieioio.. Director, Graduate
Brooks, Ph.D. Degree Programs

Accepted this Mwmiﬁ%éiw day of _ﬂzﬁgé%}va.w“_w 1986.

\

l Acce""ufn Tor

[

NTY\ Tk i ‘\
pPTIC T ) ;
Upann:s o 7 s Lo {
: < i
Just, s
— _'_,—"—-—ﬁ.
1}

il A
Iy oy (VISR l

QUALITY
lePIctto

4




L e e W

R R

AR AR VAR IR TN Py RN M (P Y ORI M A S AN AT I ] , »~ ) - y .
B R S B e O S O L O X VR TN BTN AN

ABSTRACT

PRESCRIPTLON FOR THE COUNTERSTROKE: THE AIRMECHANIZED
ivIZSION AT THE UPERATIONAL LEVEL OF WAR, by Major George S.
wWebk, U.S. Army, 58 pages.

*The purpose of this paper is to determine, at the
operational level of war, thoge factors in the defense which
support a successful defensive-offensive and in particular to
~lamine those factors relevant to the NATO Center today. The
study i1ncorporates a theoretical examination of the mobile
dotense; looks at several pperational level coupterstrokes to
dizstill from them their **historical constants* ¥ applies those
le:saona to the defense of the NATO Center today; and briefly
explores the concept of airmechanization.

The author concludes that attrition warfare 12 an
increasingly unacceptable approach to combat for the U.S.
Army and that a maneuver style of war is more appropriate,
particularly in the NATO Center. It so, then a mobile
detense 1s the most likely means ot successfully executing
such a4 maneuver sasysatem. Furthermore, the counterstroke, as
A 1ntegral component of the mobile defense, capitalizes upon
the tenets of initiative and agility.

The counterstroke force, however, requires a significant
agility differential on the battlefield, most easily achieved
through mobility. Since, as von Senger advises, all modern
armies are mechanized or motorized, aviation offers the
a1g1lity and mobility required of a counteratroke force. At
the uperational level of war, the author feels that this
torce should bhe an airmechanized division.
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When the enemy ia in full career of advance, you
can either throw troops in his path, and so be
able gradually to bring him to a atandstill, or you
can check him by a truly atrategic counterstroke.
The former way will sometimes have the safer look,
but can usually end only in a deadlock; the latter
may turn the tables completely, causing such diastur-
bance in the enemy’s warfare as to snatch from hinm
every shred of initiative. <2°

Arry & Navy Gazette, 1918

I. INTRODUCTION

As the pasasage above suggests, the execution of a
counterstroke has been long recognized as one phase of a
defensive-offenaive which promises to pay rich dividenda to
the defender if properly performed. Indeed, there are many
who argue that such a measure, Clausewitz’s ‘“flashing sword
of vengeance,” 1is the atrongeat form of war. The purpose of
this paper is to determine, at the operational level of war,
those factors in the defense which aupport a successful
defensive-offensive and in particular to examine those
factors relevant to the NATO Center today.

The hypothesis of this paper is that at the mid-to-high
intenaity level of operational warfare, the counterstroke
can best be executed by an air mechanized force, moat
likely a division, working as a maneuver unit. Furthermore,
two critical factors necessary for a succesaful counterattack
are firepower and agility which, often observed aa counter-
balancing, will be found in the maneuver elements of
Army aviation today and in the future. While hia admonition
may be over a century old, the words of General Nathan
Bedford Forrest yet ring true, particularly in the counter-
attack, when he advises, "Git thar fustest with the mostest."”

The methodology used in this paper will be atraight-

1
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- forward. First, an examination will be made of the various
o

%k?{ elements of a mobile defense in order to build a framework

3 g‘b‘

(Y

;ﬁ? for our study and to define asuch concepts as counterattack,
55!

R counterstroke, and defensive-offensive. Second, aeveral

%,. operational level counterattacks will be examined in order to
R

y

iﬂﬂ distill from them their *“historical conatants.’ Third, the
gﬁ* lessona derived from this examination will be applied to the
'qk techniques of an operational defense today, using the region ;
e !
‘ i
EE& of the NATO Center as a laboratory. Finally, the concept of
h.o an air mechanized division will be briefly studied as we

A practice mobile defenae today and peer into the future to
..l.\.:

b

(}3 anticipate the battlefield of tomorrow.
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Counterattack is the soul of defense. Defense is
a passive attitude, for that is the negation of war.
Rightly conceived it is an attitude of alert expecta-
tion. We wait for the moment when the enemy shall
expose himaelf to a counterstroke, the success of which
A will so far cripple him as to render us relatively
&% atrong enough to pasas to the offensive ourselves.
§' Julian Corbett: Some Principles
!i of Maritime Strategy, 1911°¢*’
o
. The race is not always to the swift nor the battle
b to the strong, but that’s the way to bet.
%‘ Anonymous. <=
3
:‘i:bl
II. PROBLEM ANALYSIS
G
o
bﬁl It ia the duty of a prudent aoldier continually to assess
-\"
7“’
i and evaluate his doctrine in light of the ever-changing tools and
) styles of war. Thias task is particularly relevant as the US Army
L
.ﬂ embraces the doctrine of AirlLand Battle, for in order to know
R
gy where one is heading it is often necessary to know where one has
:%_ been. Firsat, having at leaat auggested that the nuclear option
o5
o might not be the deaired course for a mid-intensity war, the US
LW )
L
L and NATO (and Soviet, for that matter) doctrine writers have
e called for a reexamination and reapplication of the operational
.t".
TN
ﬂs. level of war. And second, recognizing the unlikelihood of
A AN
e
f&& success in a mid-intensity attrition-styled conflict with the
e 4%
‘ﬁ Sovieta, the US experts are calling for a more maneuver (or L
g
M)
: mobile) oriented operational atyle of war-fighting as a
)
:w' reasonable substitute for the firepower-attrition of American
Ay
— tradition. ‘*> Indeed, there is ample evidence that the US Army
i
5: has not applied a maneuver-driven doctrine at the operational
)
SN level since the US Civil War, and even then only when conducted
¢ “.
by large forces of cavalry. As a result, this shift to a
Ayt
:”'.'}u
:;.‘-$, 3
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o
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maneuver-mobile style is not one which is made easily,
particularly with respect to the conduct of the counterattack.

In an address in 1953, Colonel Vincent Esposito, West Point
professor of military history, acknowledged, ““A defenasive-offen-
sive, or counterattack, policy is regarded by some military
historians to be the strongest form of war." ‘“’ The precedent was
well explained by Carl von Clausewitz in his interpretations of
war. The defense, he said, is the strongeat form of war, for the
defender gains advantage from familiar terrain, additional time
for preparation, popular support, and preservation of energy from
waiting. ¢=? Additionally, the attacker growas weaker for several
reasons: he must stop to attack and clear enemy forts and
positions; his lines of communication become both longer and more
threatened as he proceeds ever-deeper into hoatile territory; the
defender often receives external assistance from allies; and the
defender becomes increasingly tenacious as the attack into his

homeland progresses. ‘®> The attacker does have one clear

advantage, however, in the privilege of concentric attack, for he
can chose the time and place for the attack and mass his forces
accordingly. <™’ As the attack continues, Clausewitz says, the
advantage of concentric attack possessed by the attacker passes
to the defender. With his relative power gradually diminishing,
the attacker ultimately reaches hig "culminating point"” where he
is advised to go on the defensive himself, conaidering his
attack spent.

The challenge, says Clausewitz, is that while the defense
offers greater advantages in war, one cannot win on the

defensive. To achieve victory "thus necegsitates an attack,
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either initially or in the form of a counter-attack from the
defence,'" explains Roger Leonard. “The choice of the moment of
counter-attack dependa on ‘discovering the culminating point by
the fine act of judgment.’" & To this end, Clausewitz advises
that the defenase is not a fixed, astatic action, but rather a
“shield of blow;“:
A swift and vigorous transition to attack--the flaahing
sword of vengeance--is the most brilliant point of the
defense. He who does not bear this in mind from the
firat...will never understand the superiority of the
defenaive. ¢®?

Inherent within the doctrine of the defenaive-offensive, and
maneuver warfare as well, is the notion of a mobile defense based
largely on the counterattack or counterstroke. As the passage
from Clausewitz suggesta, such a doctrine would be rich in
initiative and agility, two of the teneta of the US Army‘s
AirLand Battle. ¢1e? A study of hiatory demonstratea that, at

least at the tactical level, the counterattack is the legacy of

the cavalry, born of its dramatic mobility, <21’ General von

Senger und Etterlin has atated that during World War I1II, the

German army was successful in its maneuver because it understood

IR

KAr

ek e

how to use the two tiers of mobility: the foot infantry which had

-
“2 %

-

a speed of 4 km per hour and the mechanized-motorized forces,
such as the panzers, which moved at 20 km per hour. The dilemma

today, he asaysa, ia that most modern armies are universally

mechanized or motorized, leaving no second tier. “Thia state of
§$ affairs means that an army’s mobility is baasically uniform....As
I
gt
M;‘ a8 result the commander in the field no longer has an element in
gt
(A
_kﬂ‘ hias force which, although not large in terms of numbera, stands
"Jq out from the rest in mobility and fighting power.' <=’ He goes
ot
e S
Bt
Lt
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o
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on to suggest that aviation is the new second tier of mobility on
the battlefield today. ‘*®*’

If General von Senger’s hypothesis is correct, then it nmay
be true that Army aviation is the only viable counterattack force
in a clash between two motorized or mechanized armies, parti-
cularly at the operational level of war. Indeed, a unit such as
an airmechanized division, which will be explained later, might
be the optimum force for such a task, particularly in a forward
defengse such as NATO’s in which terrain cannot be casually
vielded in order to set the conditions for a counterstroke. But
firast let us examine the concept of a mobile defense so we can

search for our hiatorical evidence.
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53 Patty geniuses attempt to hold everything; wise
! men hold faat to the key pointa. They parry
qreat blows and scorn little accidenta. There is
an ancient apothegm: he who would preserve every-
thing, preserves nothing. Therefore, always

|< .‘\

\
%é sacrifice the bagatelle and pursue the essentisl.
&g Frederick the Great: Instructions
&‘ for His Generals, 1747 <*°

.;L

. ) A passive defense is always pernicious.
1%9 Jomini: Precis de l’art de la
¢¢. Guerre, 1838 =
)
gb

RN

Al III. BACKGROUND AND EVIDENCE

A. The Mobile Defense

ey
7

2

One of the difficulties of analyzing counterattacks, as

e

well as the mobile defenase, is the absence of specific teras

-
»
-
™
.

to deacribe them accurately. Within the US Army‘’s lexicon,

-
)
-
-
'~

for example, counterattacks can be classified as: force-

oriented and terrain-oriented; deliberate and local; by fire

LR

and by fire-and-maneuver; and planned, situational, and

desperation. ‘®> Therefore it is appropriate to examine the

by
?;’ counterattack within the entire spectrum of maneuver theory
aTes
1.¥

and mobile defense, particularly when observing the
.,'l‘
‘$ﬂ operational level of war.
f.‘
v It can be arqued that there are two fundamental styles

or theories of war: attrition and manesuver. The former “em-
*08
{ . phasizes directly engaging the main body of the attacker’s
+~
23 forces and relying on firepower to wear down the opponent i{n

a series of slugging matches. Maneuver warfare, on the other

w
ﬁf hand, calls for the defender to avoid bloody battles and to
vl ‘

€§~ maneuver his forces sc that they can atrike at the attacker’as
S

2. Achillea’ heel.' ‘™’ Mao Tee-Tung arqued that, “Generally
gﬁ speaking, mobile (maneuver) warfare performs the task of
A|~ ()

s
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annihilation, positional warfare performs the taask of
attrition.... Concentration of forces and the use of
encircling and outflanking tactics are the prerequisites for
mobile warfare, that ia, for quick-decision offenaive warfare
on exterior lines. All this is aimed at annihilating the
enemy forces.' ‘=’

Richard Simpkin has developed a model of nmnaneuver
theory, on the one hand, which is locse-reined, dynamic, and
psychological, and attrition theory, on the other hand, which
is tight-reined, positional, and physical. <®=? A manauver
theory demands a price, for "under manceuver theory, offence
and defence are not the cpposites they are under attrition
theory but points, or rather arcs, on a continuum. Offensive
defense merges into defensive offense and vice versa." 7’
Thus the nonlinear, chaotic, and lethal battlefields antici-
pated in the US Army‘’s FM 100-5, Operations, merge well into
Simpkin’s concept of maneuver warfare. FM 100-5 continuea by
deascribing =maneuver as "the dynamic element of combat--the
means of concentrating forces at the critical point to
achieve the surprise, psychological shock, physical momentunm,
and moral dominance which enable smaller forces to defeat
larger ones.* ‘&’ Despite its tradition within the US Army,
General Donn Starry states that "attrition warfare - the
wearing down of an enemy by continuing application of massive

forces and fires...is no longer an appropriate operational

s
¥H
,ﬁ concept for military forces of the Free World powers,™ parti-
>".
V.
#ﬂ cularly when confronting the superior numbers of the Warsaw
LA
(W)

~ Pact.

Y

&
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It is therefore appropriate that we look at the mobile
defense as a component part of maneuver theory. Colonel J.R.
Alford has developed a spatial model of it in his manuscript

entitled "Mobile Defence, The Pervasive Myth™" <1°9?’;

Aggressive AMBUSH COUNTER-STROKE
TACTICS
AREA
DEFENCE
Reactive POSITIONAL LINEAR
DEFENCE DEFENCE
Static Mobile

With this model one can clearly see the various
techniques of the defense as they relate to aggresaiveness,
or in the US Army’s tenet of AirLand Battle, 4initiative.
According to Alford, there are four criteria which must be
present in order to have a mobile defense:

First, the intention of the defending commander
ahould relate to the deatruction of the opponent’s
will or capacity to engage in offensive war-
fare...rather than retention of a line or position.
Secondly, the deatruction muat be by counter action of
a positive kind against the attacking or advancing
forcea (after they have been committed to battle.)
Thirdly that the dispositions and grouping of the
defending forces should leave no doubt that any occu-
pation of ground is a means by which that destruction
can be more readily effected rather then an end in it-
self. Finally,there should be some indication that it
is the intention of the defence to impose conditions
on the attacker whatever move he may make and thereby
remove from him the initiative that rested with him at
the ocutset. If we are able to see most, if not ell, of
these criteria fulfilled by examining the situation
prior to the action, we can say that it was the de-
fending commander’s intention to conduct e mobile
defence. <21

$ While it is ocutaide the scope of this paper to develop
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all of the defensive techniques found in Alford’s model, it
is necessary to focus on two elemente of the mobile end of
his chart, the counterattack and the counterastroke. Accord-
ing to Alford, the counterattack, by definition, involves a
certain degree of containment of the attacking force; it is
“the use of poaitional defence againset enemy penetration
coupled with counter-attacka againat the contained enemy from
a flank by a force earmarked for the purpose.” The execution
of a counter-stroke, on the other hand, involves the "encour-
agement of enemy penetration by tactical withdrawals so as to
create a situation for an effective flank attack by concen-
trated armour.” ‘3#> JIndeed, Alford‘’s distinction between the
counter-attack and the counter-stroke is quite similar to
Manstein’s forehand and backhand, respectively. These
definitions will be used throughout this paper according to

Alford’s model.

B. The Tactical Conatants
Before examining the mobile defense at the operational

level of war, the reader should be aware of the hiastorical
conatante of the counterattack at the tactical level develop-
ed in an earlier study. Briefly stated, there are four con-
stants present in all succesaful force-oriented counter-
attacks or counterstrokes:

1. The counterattack must capitalize upon some error or in-
herent weakness brought about by the enemy’s attack posture.

2. Timing is a crucial component.

3. Counterattacks manifeat Sun-Tzu’s cheng-ch’i relation-
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f% ship in which there ia a strong, fixed component around which
,ﬁ a more mobile force maneuvers.
}: 4. The counterattack or counterstroke force must have a
;i markaed agqility over other forces present. The key component
- of this agility is a significant mobility differential.
ﬁ Historically, the cavalry, on horaeback, possessed the
X
$ ' mobility differential enabling it to be a counterattack
'ﬁ forcae. In World War I, particularly on the Western front,the
.ﬁ horse was no longer survivable and the counterattack waned. :
g? The Second World War brought the tank and a concomitant
gf resurgence of mobility and counterattacks. Now, with the
. universal daevelopment of mechanized forces in all modern
'; armies, the mobility differential required of a counterattack
?5 force can be found in the army combat aviation. <™
:
ig C. Napoleon and the Battle of Austerlitz (Map A)
ég It is likely that the Emperor Nepoleon was the first
. Great Captain truly to introduce the operational level of
)
.% war, so it is appropriate that we should examine one of hia
:§ most stunning victories-and counterattacks-in the Battle of
Ai Austerlitz in 1805. Napoleon’s defensive technique, in its
E% aimplest sense, was to take advantage of combined arms to
_ﬁ atop an opponent’s attack and, when the enemy was halted, to
= ) counterattack with his reserves. <4’ His armay, as were many
E in Europe at the time, had developed its cavalry into three
‘: typea: the dragoons, who would fight dismounted:; the light
v cavalry (chasseurs and hussars) normally employed for reconn-
ﬁ‘ aissance, security, and pursuit: and the cuirassiers, or
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heavy cavalry--the force-oriented shock and deatroyer force
capable of the massed charge. <™=’ At the operational level,
Napoleon would maneuver to cause the enemy to weaken a
portion of its line. “In doing so...Napoleon would then hurl
his own husbanded reserve, the masse de rupture, to attack
the weakened sector and break through.' <1&?

At Austerlitz, Napoleon’s force of 73,000 was faced by
an Allied army under Czar Alexander of almost 86,000.
Napoleon gave the appearance of wishing to avoid battle,
expecting the Allied army then to advance uncautiously to cut
off his retreat. He directed his right flank commander,
Marshall Davout, to appear weak in the south and to allow
himaself to be pushed back in order to lure the enemy into the
marshy area near the frozen ponds on the extreme right flank.
In fact, Napoleon even abandoned the dominating Pratzen Hills
in the center in order to lend further credence to his
deception plan and feigned weakness.

Napoleon reasoned that if the allies decided to
attack his weak right, they would place their greatest
atrength on their left or southern sector. In doing
a0 their own center and right would be weakened. It
was the creation of a weakened aector, particularly in
the center, that was the main object of Napoleon’s
elaborate deception plan. He would create a nagge-
de rupture in his center, break through the weakened
allied center on the Pratzen Heights, and split the
allied army in two, ¢*™?

And e8o it happened, largely according to plan.The allies
were lured into the asouth, weakening their center through
which Napoleon’s reserve counterattacked. Soult’s corps
led the infantry attack, gaining surprise from the fogq

which masked itas movement and mobility through its hasate.

Although the Austrian and Rusesian cavalry attempted to
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counter this rupture, the move was piecemealed and
uncoordinated and to little avail. Finally, through this
breach came the French corps of Qudinot and Bernadotte as
waell as the Imperial Guard commanded by Bessieres, taking
advantage of his downhill counterstroke against the Russian
cavalry.

Besaieres, who waa now making a reputation for
himself as a clever handler of heavy cavalry, lad the
counterattack in person and his horse grenadiers,
thruasting their sabera into the bodiesa of their
opponents, shouted: '"We’ll give the ladies of St.
Petersburg something to cry about.”«:®>

One can probably best summarize the outcome of this
“operational masterpiece”™ with the words of one hiatorian:
“By nightfall the allied army ceased to exist.' <™ Napoleon
had not only witnensed a flaw in his enemy’s attack; he had,
quite simply, created it. He further deployed his forces to
establish more solidly held positions around which hisa
counterattack could maneuver. His sense of timing in direct-
ing the counterattack was classically, brilliantly Napoleon.
And he achieved his agility through the mobility of his

cavalry, the advantages of asurprise and terrain, and the

leadership and flexibility at the heart of his corps system.

D. Tha U.S. Civil War and the Second Bull Run (Map B)

Half a century later, the American Civil War provided
rich lessons in warfare to those who heeded them. The Battle
of 2nd Bull Run (or 2nd Manassas) serves as a superb
illustration of how a counterattack (by the Union forcesa) can
fail and how another (by the Southern forces) can succeed.

In this case Confederate agility was to prove deciasive in a
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battle which is "one of the best examples in history of a

W
f%} counterattack, launched exactly at the right moment.' <=
*ﬁ Wwhen Stonewall Jackson threatened the Union’s lines of
g& communications, and with another Confederate force under
3
% Longstreet some 25 miles away, General John Pope developed a
A plan of placing his Union army between the two Confederate
%& units and defeating them separately, a technique which had
iy served Napoleon so well in Europe. Pope, however, was to
o make several erroras which would coat him the battle: the
:& force he sent to dislodge Jackson was too amall for the task:
?? he failed to ensure he controlled the terrain which could
h
h have prevented Longatreet from coming to Jackaon’s aid; and
$€ he piecemealed out his cavalry to his subordinastes, thus
.-
;Ei leaving himself no mobile operational reserve, <®1? Jackaon,
b his initial miasion complete, took up good defensive terrain
Aol
:;& on Stony Ridge in anticipation of a Union attack. Meanwhile,
Ezg “Pope had loat control of the situation. Since dawn he had
‘ been marching his forces to and fro in vain attempts to lo-
ﬁz cate and attack Jackson. With no cavalry under hias direct
!i control to secure the information he needed, he made
"Gl
o decisions based on erroneous or imaginary concepts.' (&=’ Aa
gx a result, when Jackson’s defengses were located, the Union
‘: troops were both exhausted and disorganized. But Pope’s more
j serious error was in believing that the other Confederate
E; force, Longatreet’s, was s8till being held out of action by
E:: the Union economy of force. In point of fact, on the morning

of 29 Augqust, Longstreet’s "troops were less than ten miles

from those of Jackson, and between them were only two worn

- {-.' RS WAy *.: ~ %
- . \f\f\{'\ O




down brigades of Union cavalry.' (=3

On the 29th and the 30th, Pope’s forces finally fixed
Jackeon but failed in dislodging him, piecemealing the Union
attacks in an uncoordinated fashion, haphazardly throwing
brigades and diviasions against him. Probably Pope’s greatesat
error was his overconfidence; for moat of the fight he con-
tinued to believe that Longstreet would not be a factor, and
at one point on the 30th he was convinced the Confederates
were retreating. Finally, at midday on the 30th, Lee observ-
ed the Union forces, in the open, once again attacking
Jackson’s position. He ordered Longstreet, now joined up, to
counterattack by aligning himself on Jackson’s right and
swinging round to hit Pope’s force on ites left flank. At 4:15
PM the counterattack began, firat from Longstreet’s atrong,
well-placed artillery and then, when the Union left had been
broken, from Longstreet’s five fresh divisions against the
exhausted Union soldiers. Lee’s army won a resounding
victory from a counterstroke born of agility, boldness,
surprise, and timing on the part of the victor and benefited

from overconfidence and poor information on the part of the

vanguished.

E. Tannenberqg and the Maaurian Lakes (Mapa C & D)

The German army would attempt the same operational
technique in a mobile defense in 1914 that Pope tried in
1862, It became known as the Battle of Tannenberg, and the
Kaiaer’s forces would be far more successful. According to
one author, “in numerical terms and, arguably, in terms of

historical significence also the greatest mobile defensive
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action ever fought was that of the annihilation of the

Russian 2nd Army at Tannenberg' in August of 1914, (&% The
German 8.h Army, under the command of General Hindenberg,
found itself opposed by two hastily mobilized Rusaian armies,
the 1st and 2nd, led by Generala Rennenkampf and Samsonov
respectively. The forces were such that the German 8th Army
was weaker overall than the total Russian force but stronger
than each Russian army separately. Following the inconsequen-
tial Battle of Gumbinnen, the Germans were forced either to
withdraw to the Vistula River or conduct a determined, mobile
defense with an operational plan of attacking and defeating
each Russian army individually. The decision, credited to
various officers, was to choose the latter course.

The Russians were in all respects their own worst
enemies in the campaign. Hasty mobilization had left their
armies ill-equipped and poorly controlled. Their cavalry was
mralutilized and failed to maintain contact with the 8th Army.
Their fear of a German invasion had kept the Ruasians from
developing whatever roads and compatible rail linea they
might have otherwise developed, so that once they took the
offensive, they were slowed tremendously. Furthermore, the
physical location of the Masurian Lakes, as well as the per-
sonal dislike between Rennenkampf and Samsonov, precluded any
mutual support between the 1st and 2nd Armies. Says Barbara
Tuchman, ‘‘as the two Ruasasian Armies were neither in contact
nor moving toward each other, the word ‘combined’ was hardly
applicable."” ‘&=’

The Ruassians felt that they could create a double envel-
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opment of the German 8th Army and pressed their attack
accordingly. The haste was not all self-generated, for “to
relieva the preasure upon them in the West the French
inatructed their ambassador to ‘insiat’ upon the ‘neceasity
of the Ruasian armiea prosecuting their offensive a_outrance
toward Berlin.’’' (®e> In addition, Jilinsky, the overall
Ruassian commander, told Samsonov that the Germans were re-
treating, “"leaving only insignificant forces facing you. You
are therefore to execute a most energetic offenasive.' ‘=7’
"What, in the context of a atudy of counter-strike tac-
tices is...relevant and...durable...is that the German 8th
Army was in a position to take advantage of a relatively
fleeting opportunity for a counter-stroke precisely because
they maintained balance and control and were in possaession of

a fairly clear picture of what was happening and what might

conceivably happen.” ‘€8> With good intelligence and flexible
leadership born of the General Staff, the Germans had the
agility to execute a mobile defense. Furthermore, they had
the advantage of interior lines and a railroad syatem which
allowed them to shift forces along the frontier.

In the event, the German commander took risk in the
north by leaving but a cavalry division to face Rennenkampf’s
army while he shifted the remainder of his force to the south
to conduct a counterstroke against Samsonov. He directed a

N rail move of 250 kilometers by two corps in two days, as well
:?‘ as having two more corps march to the south. As a result,

Hindenberg was able toc mass a superior force in order to

"

ﬁs defeat the Russian 2nd Army. When the 3-day fight was over,
-~

-

+

> 17




the Russians were victim to "a straightforward alaughter. The
ten-mile-wide trap east of Tannenberg was turned into a vast
abattoir of dead and dying horses and men.' <&%>

The ensuing shift and battle against Rennenkampf’s army
was also clearly in the Germans’ favor, though his eventual
retreat prevented his army’s annihilation. In a situation
not unlike that of NATO today, the Germans were not prepared
to sacrifice territory. Indeed, ""to yield East Prusaia would
be to suffer a tremendous moral defeat and lose the most val-
uable grain and dairy region as well." Additionally, such a
withdrawal would hazard the Vistula River defenaes and hence
Berlin and Vienna. ‘3= Thus the Germans had to muster
auperior agility and mobility in order mass greater combat
power in the counterstroke while they let the Ruasians
advance. "It is hardly surprising that the Russian forces
were ocutmanoceuvred operationally and tactically and it was
this that decided the outcome rather than any marked differ-
ences in fighting ability once the battle had been

joined."* «*>

F. Manstein’s Winter Campaign (Mape E, F, & G)

In the shadow of Stalingrad on the Eastern Front of
World War II, German Field Marshal von Manstein was able to
execute a brilliant operational mobile defense, culminating
in a dramatic counterstroke. Referred to aa the Winter
Campaign, thig operation ~as an anaswer to the Soviet offen-
sives named GALLOP and STAR which began in January, 1943.

After asgsisting in the extrication of Army Group A from the
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i& Caucasus, Manstein, as commander of Army Group Don, was faced
. with continuing Soviet pressure and numerocus penetrations all
v; along his front. Recognizing hias inability completely to
$j secure his lines, particularly without strong reserves,
: Manstein developed a plan by which he would shorten his front
“ by conducting a withdrawal from the Don to the Mius River.
ﬁ. . Though it was no easy feat to convince Hitler to yield
g‘ ground, Manstein was ultimately able to gain his epproval.
o Manatein proposed to have Army Detachment Hollidt hold the
;: Mius River line and the First Panzer Army hold the middle

]

E' Donets region. This arrangement would free the Fourth Panzer
“ab

Army to serve as a reserve capable of executing a counter-

)

; atroke. Manstein’s ‘“plan, once formulated, capitalized on
:g superior German mobility and command flexibility. 1In
; easence, by permitting an unhindered Soviet advance in some
.f sectors, by holding tightly to a few critical sectors, and by
i deliberately taking the calculated risk of reducing German

m forces to a minimum in other sectors, Manstein intended to

?{ generate sufficient operational reserves to mount a
&' coordinated counteroffensive.' ‘3%’

Q For his part, the Russian commander, Vatutin, waa
g; convinced the Germans were withdrawing to the Dnepr and so
% pressed his offensive in anticipation of an encirclement.

" . Indeed, by mid-February the situation turned grim for the
f; Germans as the Rusaians formed a atrong penetration from the
&; | area of Army Group B (to Manetein’s north) and threatenead to
'Q astrike the left rear of Army Group Don, amashing it againat
iu the Sea of Azov. Nonetheleaa, Manstein later observed, 'And
o
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vet, paradoxically, it waa in this very culmination of the
criais that the germs of a counterstroke lay.” «®*3®

Having husbanded his most mobile forces as his reserve,
the Fourth Panzer Army, he was able to execute a dramatic
thrust into the Russian penetration; soon he was able to have
the Firast Panzer Army asgist in the counterstrike, employving
the panzer divisiona with “versatility"” as they "dodged from
one place to the next.' ¢3*«? Capitalizing upon the mobility
of his tank forceas, the better German road and rail lines,
and the routinely more agile German command and control, "the |
main purpose behind Manatein’s concept was to develop a war
of maneuver, at which the German units and commanders main-
tained a asignificant superiority over the Russians even to
the end of the war. In short it was to be the German quality
against Russian quantity.®” ¢2=° The Russian offensive,
**launched in January in a blaze of optimism, expired in March
as the coherence of the Southwestern Front exploded in a mass
of sparks under the blows of Manstein’s counteroffen-
sive.' ¢2&> Sayas von Manstein in an apt summary of the war in
the East:

Now it is generally recognized that defence is
the stronger of the two forme of fighting. This ias
only true, however, when the defence is so efficacious
that the attacker bleeds to death when assgaulting the
defender’s poeaitiona. Such a thing was out of the
queation on the Eaatern Front where the number of
German divisions available was never sufficient for a
strong defence to be orqganized. The enenmy, being many
times stronger than we were, wag alwaye able, by

massing his forces at points of his own choice, to
break through fronta that were far too widely

extended....Only in mobile operations could the
superiority of the German astaffs and fighting troops
have been turned to account....' <7
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G. The Counteratroke Failure: Normandy (Map H)

The German inheritore of the mobile defense played on
the Eastern Front were likewise challenged in 1944 with the
plan for the defense of France. On the strategic level,
"even when the threat of invasion could no longer be dis-
counted, France was gtill used as a pool of manpower, a
‘Peter’ who could safely be robbed to pay the shattering
price increasingly exacted by growing Russian strength, the
great width of the Eastern Front and the severity of the
conditions. ‘Paul’ seemed by far the most pressing creditor
and continued a0 to seem even when the feare of invasion had
become reality.*" <3s Field Marshal von Runstedt, as Comman-
der in Chief Weat (Ob. Waest) wae responaible for the overall
defense of France. The resulting controveray developed be-
tween himaself and Field Marshal Rommel, his immediate
subordinate and commander of Army Group B where the Normandy
invasion toc ' ©9lace.

To defend France, von Rundstedt had 60 divisions (of
which over half were understrength, refitting units), only
ten of which, however, were mobile panzer divisiona. He had
to defend 2,600 kilometers of coastline against the threat of
an Allied invasion which could come anywhere. Furthermore, in
accordance with Hitler’s Directive No. 51, the Russian Front
was receiving first priority on men and equipment. Von
Rundatedt had a most formidable challenge.

His plan hinged on a full application of the mobile
defense. “All his experience told him that fixed defences

(it was he who had shattered the Maginot Line) could be pene-
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trated with surprising ease, that the 50 to 60 ‘very scratch’
coastal divisions could not hope to hold the line of the
coast...and therefore a ‘mobile’ defence provided the only
alternative.' ¢3=> He preferred, therefore, to place strong
defenses along the shores, but also to retain strong “"mobile
reserveg further inland but estill capable of dealing a crush-
ing blow against the Allies once they had landed.' ¢«<?® Addi -
tionaslly, von Rundstedt was concerned about the potential
firepower of Allied naval gunfire; his protection would be to
conduct his counterstroke far enough inland to be out of
range. He was under no illusion about the threat of Allied
air superiority, but he felt that by conducting hiasa moves at
night, his reaerves would have adequate mobility to attack
the landing perimeter within a week. He did not oppose a
strong defense on the beaches, and "he did not reject the
Atlantic Wall in principle, but he did not attach as much
importance to it as did Hitler. Von Rundstedt was convinced
that the fortifications, no matter how stronqg they might be,
had lost their significance in modern warfare and would not
be sufficient to prevent well-armed forces from effecting a
landing.' ¢+*> His defensive plan required qood intelligence
a0 he could identify the main effort, strong and mobile
operational reserves, and concentrated control to ensure the
agility of the panzer divisions.

Rommel, on the other hand, was skeptical about the
virtue of a mobile defense, dependent upon large reserves, in
light of the Allied ajir superiority which he had observed

first hand in North Africa. He was convinced that the Allies
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had a significant capability to bomb roads and bridges to
block the movement of these reserves, and to interdict them
as they deployed as well. Indeed, he had been present as an
observer on the 7th of May, 1944, when eight Thunderbolt
fighter-bombers easily deatroyed a 725 foot steel girder
railway bridge acrosa the Seine at Vernon. ¢<«=> Rommel had
become a beliaver “"that a combination of minefields and anti-
tank weapons--both in sufficient quantities--could defeat
armoured operations.' ‘4®*> Furthermore, having fought the
Americans and British, Rommel waa aware of the Allied
tendency toward a slow, deliberate advance (Montgomery’s
desire to "tidy up the battlefield”) and felt that there
would be little opportunity for a German counteratroke
against a rapidly attacking thruast. His proposal was to in-
crease the static defenses along the beaches and to place the
available panzer divisione (which of necessity had to come
out of the hide of von Rundstadt’s operational reserve) as
local reserves. He envisioned the panzer forcea reaching the
landing asite within three hoursas, hitting the Allies when they
were the weakesat, and thus winning the campaign on the coast.
As the different plans were debated, Rommel invoked his
right, as a Field Marshal, to direct acceas to Hitler, thus
going over his superior’s head.

Wwhen Hitler finally decided, the outcome was a compro-
mise between the two proposals, one which had worse conse-
quences than had either of the plans been followed.To be
aure, the coastline was defended as astrongqly aas time and

resourcea would allow. By June, 1944, there were 16,000
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bunkers, 4 million minesa, and 37 divisions along the Atlantic
Wall. <+~ But of the ten panzer divisions available in
France, Hitler ordered three to support Rommel’s Army Group B
and three to Army Group G. The other four panzer divisions,

previously von Rundatedt’s operational reserve, became "a
strategic reaserve of the Armed Forces High Command' (QOKW) . ¢<>>

Thus Hitler’s solution permitted ‘a graduated operation :
along the coast and in the rear as suggested by von Rundstedt

but...weakened the reserves to such an extent that von Rund-

stedt’s deasire ‘to attack with armored masaes thrust in the

most strategically advantageous direction’ would probably

have been impoasible to implement.' <<%’ When the D-Day

invasion took place, the German panzer divisions were disposa-

ed as follows: ¢47

In OKW Reserve 1(SS) Pz Div Antwerp-Liage
12(SS> Pz Div Weat of Paris
Pz Lehr Div SW of Parias
19 Pz Div Holland

In Ob West Reserve Nil

In Army Group B Reserve 21 Pz Div Caen (for 7th Army)
2 Pz Div Amiens (to 15 Army)
116 Pz Div East of Seine (to

1Sta Army)

In Army Group G Reserve 2(SS) Pz Div Toulouse
11 Pz Div Bordeaux: refitting
S Pz Div Avignon: refitting

The matrix above easily demonstrates the lack of a
mobile operational reaserve in the defense of France. Rommel,
though commanding an Army Group, intended to fight a tactical
battle wherever the invaaion took place. And the four
diviaions under OKW’e direction were to be released by Hitler
as a strategic reserve. Von Rundastedt had nothing. "In

short, operational flexibility had been curtajiled without
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achieving a decisive thickening of the coastal defence.' ¢+®>
By the time the Allies landed in Normandy, the ability
of the Germans to move their reservea had truly been
curtailed by US and Britiah airpower. On 21 May, bombera had
destroyed all 24 bridges over the Seine River north of Paris
and another 12 across other important rivers. <+®> 0On D-Day
itaelf, another 38 bridges across the Loire were bombed. ¢S<°
Furthermore, the superb Allied deception plan kept many
Germans generals thinking that Normandy was & feint and the
main attack would yet come at the Paa de Calajia, thua further
confusing the reserve iassue. In the final analysis, the
panzer divisiona were hurled at the Allied landing forces as
mobility and strategic decisions would allow; as history
recorded, there was no operational counterstroke and the in-
vasion forces indeed succeeded in landing ashore. At the
tactical level, the German "armored divisions...reached the
beachhead one-by-one and too late. They diasipated their
energies and suffered heavy losses. Their firepower and mob-
ility had not been used to beat advantage.' ¢S°? It was, how-
ever, a close contest. Says one historian, “The promapt ar-
rival of juat one more fully equipped, unweakened, over-
strength panzer division...would have turned the invasion

back into the water.' <3=>

H. The Defenae of NATO Center
The expected nature of combat in a mid-intensicy war to-
day has many parallels to the campaigns just discussed. In-

deed, the central European theater of NATO, sometimes called

25




S T T T e T R R T SRR T A TN TR T T TR TR T ek

T OO T T T O T B T O T v T O

the NATO Center, serves as a worthy laboratory for an examin-
ation of the mobile defense. War in this region between the
NATO and Warsaw Pact forces would be heavily armored and
mechanized. More important, the Pact would have the early
initiative normally possessed by the attacker. It muat be
remembered that the ultimate aim of NATO is to maintain the
integrity of the exiating borders; thua, NATO forces would be
initially defending, in the simplest meaning of the word.
NATO has not always had a "forward defense' doctrine.
Following the Allied victory ending World War II, Field
Marshal Montgomery, by then the Chief of the Imperial General
Staff, said in January, 1948, of a European defense, "We must
agree that, if attacked, the nations of the Wesatern Union
will hold the attack as far to the eaast as possible,’” (ob-
viously against the Soviet Union.) ‘=% Says one author,
“Thus, at the operational level of war, Montgomery should be
credited with being the fundamental proponent of forward de-
fenge, ' ¢S In practice, however, the Western European Union
Defense Organization began planning for a mobile defense.
While the long-term plan envigioned 100 divisions in a linear
defense along the East German border, practical consasidera“
tions demanded otherwise, and a final defense along the Rhine
or even the Pyrenees was eventually proposed. By 1930 NATO
officially adopted a forward defense, but in practice "the
solution was a mobile defense” with a delay from the
Inter-German Border to the Rhine, a defense along the Rhine,
and mobilization and a counteroffensive from the US, Britain,

and Canada. ‘=%’ Around 1952, when the NATO nations recogniz-
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ed that they needed military assistance from Weat Germany to
defend against the Warsaw Pact, the scheme shifted again to a
forward defense. Since the Germana were not prepared to
vield their own territory, for them “a mobile defense waa not
an adequate return on the investment of Germans to rearm
themselves, '™ ¢3%? By the mid-1950’s, the plan had jelled:
NATO would defend forward, and those deployed units would be
the “trip-wire'" to invite a tactical (non-strategic) nuclear
responae to a Pact attack. Today, with at leaat aome mili-
tary critica rejecting the nuclear option, the mobile defense
is getting a new look.

P.H. Vigor, in Soviet Blitzkrieqg Theory, asnalyzes the
Soviet military tradition and predicta what a Soviet attack
would therefore be like againat the NATO Center. For a num-
ber of reasons the Soviets would have to win such a war
quickly, so he anticipates a pertial surprise attack (roughly
48 hours of mobilization) from a “standing start.” Just as
in their Manchurian campaign of 1945, the attack would be a
heavy initial blow from numerous directions, capitalizing
upon speed and taking full advantage of “Fifth Column® acti-
vities in the NATO rear. The initial attack would aim at
aplitting the Alliance; paralyzing nerve centers such as
command and control facilitiea, nuclear weapons sites,
airfields, and ports; and reaching the final objectives
before NATO decision makers had time to exercise a nuclear
option. In addition, the Soviets would employ long, deep,
rapid attacks well into the NATO rear by Operational Maneuver

Groups (OMG’s). The latter, while offering the chance of a
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jf quick victory to the Pact, are ripe for a counterstroke. ‘=7’
Y

L

5 “"The whole campaign, indeed, is a race for time--time for

3 NATO to get to its preferred positiona, time for the Russians
)\

{: to hit NATO before it has succeeded in doing so.'" S8

.f General Starry echoes Vigor“’s theory. "Soviet-style

. operational concepts embrace two fundamental concepta: In the
%

o

~$ firat, mass, momentum, and continuous combat are the opera-
}: tive tactica. Breakthrough is sought as the initiator of the
) collapase in the defender’s defenase syatem....In the alterna- ;
A i
‘2 tive, surprise is substituted for mass.' <=9 i
O |
QS All of this means that NATO will have to fight outnum- |
.l.a

bered against a higqhly armored/mechanized force which demands

;} rapid thrusts for a quick victory. In short, a slow-paced,
3; attrition-style war may be fatal for NATO. Some theorists

e *maintain that the Pact, by concentrating overwhelming force
1

- at aspecific points, can easily pierce NATO’s linear-shaped

x.

W defense. Once this is accomplished, these analysts claim that
&o

)

v NATO ia doomed, since it doeas not have adequate reserves for
f' dealing with a large-scale breakthrough.' ‘&e> The challenge
:  is formidable indeed.
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Our difficultiea differ in manifestation but not in
nature from those Alexander experienced or Caesar knew.

George S. Patton, Jr. 1927 <*°
Do not be deceived that these examples are the ghosts
of the dead who have no place in the world of the

living! Ideas do not diet Intellectual values are

imperishable!
Charles Willoughby, Maneuver in
war C&)

IV. EVALUATION

A. The Hiatory of the Counterattack

From the historical examplea illustrated here, it should be
apparent that agility and mobility are two necessary factors in the
succesaful execution of a counterattack and, more important, a
counteratroke. Because of ita mobility differential, army aviation
is the asuccessor to the tank (and the horse cavalry before it) in
the conduct of the counterattack. As Richard Simpkin astated when
discussing the evolution of battlefield mobility, ‘“Rotor is to track

as track is to boot."<«®*®

B. Maneuver and the Mobile Defense

Alford, in a detailed examination of the mobile defense, has

postulated that there are certain prerequisites to it:

It therefore seems fair to conclude that unless
all or most of these six conditions can be deemed to
be met - willingneass to surrender ground, high
relative mobility, suitable terrain, the impoasibility
of positional solution, high proficiency and enemy in
a hurry, can a defending commander view with any kind
of equanimity the adoption of a mobile solution to
defence. ‘«?

As evidenced in the hiatorical examples given, mobility has
played a key role in ensuring that the requiasite firepower arrived

in a timely manner to conduct a auccessful counter-atroke. Napoleon
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achieved higs mobility through surpriae and a dramatic cavalry
charge. Lee’s counteratroke at Bull Run resulted from the haste of
Longatreet’s fresh troops pitted againast the exhausted, frustrated
Union attackers. At Tannenberg the Prussian defenders overwhelmed
the disorganized, separated Russians, holding off one force while
magssing to annihilate the other. They owed the victory to the
agility of a superior command and cqntrol syatem and the mobility of
interior lines, better roads, and a well-employed railroad.
Manatein recognized the inevitability of Rusasian penetrations and
used his mobile panzer divisions for a dramatic counterstroke while
keeping his foot-mobile infantry deployed along the front. Von
Rundastedt found, on the other hand, that the Allied air campaign
provided the bombing and interdiction to prevent his counterattack
forces from reaching the decisive point in a timely manner. Thus
agility, the greatest component of which is mobility, was fatally

absent in the German defense.

C. The Operational Level and Maneuver

It is appropriate, today, that the operational level of war
receive a new look as the nuclear option becomes less acceptable.
Particularly in the the NATO Center, an operational plan thus is
increasingly significant. But Richard Simpkin is one theoriast who
suggests that the army group commanders in NATO do not have the
resources for a fluid defense above the tactical level. “The most
they can do is co-ordinate and support the various national corps
battles....Aa the Germans would see it there is no operational
reaerve and thus no operational level.' <™

If there is to be an operational level of war in the NATO
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center, and if attrition theory againat the Warsaw Pact is an
unacceptable option, then it follows that a mobile defense
(including the counterstroke) may well be the call of the future.
General Starry observes that the larger force is not always the
victor. “By far the majority of winners in battles in which the
beginning force ratios were generally within...reasonable limits...
were those who somehow seized the initiative from the enemy, and
held it to battle’s end. Most often the initiative was succeassfully
seized and held by maneuver.' <&’ Says Simpkin, "The succesaful
application of maneuver theory turns on speed and precision of
response, doubly so when one bears in mind the effect of
Clausewitzian friction."™ <™ The asignificance of mobility and
agility is evident. Indeed, the side with a diatinct mobility
differential, particularly with its mobile, uncommitted reserve,
possesses the de facto advantages of interior lines on the
battlefield despite the handicaps that geography might otherwise

create.

D. Defense of the NATO Center

There seems to be little doubt that a strong enough attacker
has the capability to penetrate his opponent’s defense if he masses
enough combat power at his intended point of rupture. Soviet
General Vorob‘’yev writea that of the triad of firepower, strike, and
mobility, it is firepower which dominates Russian doctrine. " *® But
if a penetration by the Warsaw Pact is both possible and presumed,
then it matters little whether or not we, as NATO defenders,

intended it to be so aa part of a mobile defense. The key is to

seek advantage from such a penetration as if it were part, indeed,
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of the operational plan. In thet manner, we could follow the advice
of General von Mellenthin: "There are no absolute safequards against
atrong, concentrated attacks by mobile mechanized forcea. Success-
ful defense rests on the diaposition of the mobile and combat-ready
reserves and the drive and energy of their counterattacks to destroy
attacking enemy formations....'"?’

Alford cautions that, particularly in Central NATO, ‘the
(greater the) speed with which the counter-stroke can be launched
and can complete its task of annihilation the greater its chances of
survival to repeat the process” at a new time and place. < Hence
the need for increased mobility of a counterattack force in the NATO
Center, a molility possesased by aviation.

Not only does the NATO Center need a mobile reserve, it needs a
mobile reserve at the operatiogonal level. The prospect of snatching
divisions already in contact, in a grand active defense, is tenuous
at best, particularly in a multinational context. Certainly such
forces would be woefully lacking in adequate mobility to deal with a
penetration, much less an Operational Maneuver Group. The Sovieta,
it must be remembered, have developed a relatively rigid system of
troop control, but one which employs directive control, automation,
normg, and wargame analyais to reduce friction as much as possible.
Thias troop control system, coupled with the advantages gained from a
doctrine of echelonment, 1is designed to make Soviet maneuver
progreas predictable (to them) and rapid. Additionally, the OMG is
a formation specifically designed for high-tempo, deep maneuver with
operational goals.

Furthermore, it is a risky propoaition to assume that a corps

deployed from the United Statee would arrive in time in the NATO




Center, given the likelihood of a Pact "standing start® attack

B YL Yo

preceded by a requisite degree of phony diplomacy. It would be
equally risky to assume that the French military would be totally

avajlable as a NATO Center reserve, however much France might depend

‘o AP A W

on NATO as a recipient of a "public good.” The answer is an
in-place, highly mobile reserve force capable of conducting a mobile
N defense at the operational level of war as part of NATO’s astrategic

plan.

E. Aviation as an Operational Reserve
It is now suggested, given von Senger’s discussion on the tiers
X of mobility, that a reserve force with the mobility needed to fight
a mobile defense in the NATO Center must be one of aviation.
Indeed, countersatroke operations are nearly impoassible without a

mobility differential, and such mobility is scarcely achievable

- ™

between like forces unless a very significant difference in agility
exiats.

o In his dicta, Rommel stated that "it is the extent to which one
\ can concentrate one’s forces, both in apace and time, that counts in
motorized warfare.'” <!’ Like Napoleon who had his corps move

) dispersed and fight concentrated, it is the ability to concentrate,
' which James Schneider calls "the efficient temporal and spatial

' . masaing, deployment, and projection of superior military force,

against the enemy, at the decigive time and point"<*#> that allows a

amall force to defeat a larger one. In the high-firepower

XXX

battleground of the NATO Center, survival may well depend upon
ataying dispersed as long as possible, and concentrating at the last

moment. Additionally, once done, “it is extremely difficult to

L T
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“unconcentrate:’ therefore, armies that wait until the last instant
to concentrate have a certain flexibility vis-a-vis a force that has
already concentrated.' <:*® The mobility integral to aviation will
meet this need.

The OMG presents an even greater challenge to the mobile
defenge and counterstroke tactics. One writer proposes that the
best means of defeating an OMG is by atriking its center of gravity:
momentum. In order to do so, the counterstroke element would need a
greater mobility, but "since the OMG is probably the fastest
operational force on the battlefield, any such requirement would be
difficult to fulfill."<*“> The solution, again, will be found in the
air.

F. Airmechanization: A Possible Solution

Before proceding further, the issue of airmechanization should
be addressed, for its very desigrn will be proposed as a solution to
the dilemma of defending againgt a Soviet attack. It muat be
streassed that rather than a tightly defined structure, air-
mechanization is & concept which '"is an extension of the mechanized
battlefield into a third dimension above the battlefield and muat be
viewed as a whole, not a separate entity.' 1™ It does not imply
autonomous missions like those often conducted by the Air Force, but
rather is closely linked with the ground fight; it involves *the use
of helicopters in independent operations within the main mechanized
battle--hence the term, ‘airmechanized.’* «:%’ In essence it "ia a
way of fighting at a higher level of mobility and a higher order of
combined arms warfare." ‘*7?

One of the theoriata advocating the airmechanized force is

German Gen=ral von Senger und Etterlin, the same officer who
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explained the tieras of mobility concept described in Chapter 2. He
envisiona a pure aviation force in that it is not tied to any level
of ground mobiljity. His structure for a division centers around the
airmechanized brigade, a atrong fighting force containing ita own
anti-armor, anti-helicopter, intelligence, air defense, and
reconnaissance. Von Senger’s diviasion would also have an air-
mobile brigade of light infantry units and an airtransport brigade
to move the infantrymen and the logistice of the diviaion. He
focuses his fighting ability on what he calls the Main Battle Air
Vehicle (MBAV), a high-technology rotary wing machine.

Brigadier Richard Simpkin also proposeas an airmechanized force
which he centers around the airmechanized brigade, but he has
modified the structure to include ejither air-transportable or
accompanying fast, light armored attack vehicles. In both cases,
the concept "will signify the intimate cooperation of armor and
helicopters at tactical and lower operational levels, with the
posaibility of pure helicopter misaions at a tactical level.'" <18’

As von Senger sees the primary role of the airmechanized division
being the reserve for army group or theater, the significance of its
link to the operational level of war becomes obviouas. Both of these
apostles of airmechanization "understand the significance and
implications of superior mobility and firepower to the field army
commander and further acknowledge that tactical and operational

success has been virtually inconvertible for the battlefield

commander who capitalized on both components concurrently.” «1®

N G. The Airmechanized Diviasion
Alford diatinguishes between potential mobility and kinetic

mobility; the former is the raw capacity to move at a certain sapeed.
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2%2 The latter is the translation of this potential, through the appli-
AN

.gw cation of agility, into demonatrated mobility, «=e> It is likely

that an airmechanized force of division size is the beat means of

.yf achieving this agility at the operatiocnal level. The division

:ku. structure would grant the requigsite astaffing, commander,

" intelligence interface, and command and control measures required to
$E§ function operationally without sacrificing agility.
gsﬁ The division structure has other advantages, as well. Unlike
. the attack battalions organic to a corps aviation brigade, piece-
g:i mealing the assets of a type division proposed by Simpkin or von

%& Senger would be unlikely. Furthermore, these divisions would

'§‘ contain their own air-transportable aervice support. Additionally,
:fi the division base would permit a greater degree of organic combined
$x arme application which would be vital for such an independently

m; operating force,. While some systems are yet to be developed which
‘$$ are air-moveable, there i1s no time to rest until they are. As the
iﬁ Sovieta believe in the practice of "negation of the negation,*® it is
e wiae to assume that, recognizing a NATO airmechanized threat to
ﬁ&‘ their attacks, they would quickly develop anti-helicopter systems to
gﬁ accompany their front line,.
g&: One Soviet theorist has claimed that a coalition, with its
E& inherent problems, "is always less than the sum of ita partsas,' <1
izq Hence an operational reserve in the NATO Center could do much to
%? bolster any coalition interface problema. Though it would require
;14 special training and personnel selection, an airmechanized division
kgs of multinational elements could greatly solidify portions of the
w&

AN alliance.
Sef There ia, however, a coat to thia type of structure, just
g
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$ as there was a cost to tank divisions as they compared to regqular
3 infantry. The cost is endurance. As Simpkin advises ua, "For an
- order of operational mobility you pay an order of endurance.® ‘&<
[t

[\~

- Such is the challenge of new doctrine and the operational art. One
L

-

ﬂ’ British officer remarked in 1938, '"Mechanization ias a meanas to move
e men and guns more swiftly-- a headache-creating nuisance to the
:Q generals whose brains perforce must work more swiftly than of
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For generations, the offensive has been the fetish of
the military profeassion....apparently the defensive is
atill a stepchild, a military Cinderella, while it rep-
resents in reality the highest form of military leader-
ship in establishing a proper balance between the de-
fenaive and the offensive.
Charles Willoughby, Maneuver
in War, 1939 <%»
V. CONCLUSION

This paper started from the proposition that attrition warfare,
at leasat in the NATO context againsat a Warsaw Pact force, is an
increasingly unacceptable approach to combat. As a result, there is
a growing number of theorists who advocate a return to a maneuver
atyle of war for the US Army. If indeed the US adopts such a
maneuver style, then it appears, given the generally non-aggressive
political nature of US military involvement, that the mobile defense
is the preferred doctrine for the American Army. In fact, this
statement is also true of NATO as a whole, since the purpose of the
alliance is to deter aggression and maintain the territorial
integrity of the existing borders.

As has been shown in Colonel Alford’s model, there are several
facets to a mobile defense. If one takes as imperative the AirlLand
Battle tenet of initiative, then it appears that the facets of
ambush and counterstroke are moast useful. Furthermore, given the
military power of the Soviet Union, it seems almost a certainty,
that were it to attack the NATO Center, the Warsaw Pact could
achieve several operational penetrations. Thus the facet of the
mobile defense mogt likely to be required is that of the

countersatroke. In order to be asuccessaful, a counteratroke force

muat have significant mobility and agility. As Willoughby obsaerved

even in 1939, "Obviously the whole tempo of warfare has changed:
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? every activity is accelerated. The sluggish opponent will defeat
:5 himaelf. The premium is on fast-thinking ataffs and a military
; machine capable of operating at high apeed.' ‘=’
;§ The dilemma is in von Senger’as tiers of mobility. If indeed
3$ there is no true second tier today capable of operating at a level
o of magnitude of mobility greater than the bulk of the force, then
&E the mobile defense and counterstroke potential is frauqht with
%' problems. There ias a solution, for the combat aviation of the army
v
has such a mobility.
E; Concomitantly, there is a return to the dynamics of the
g operational level of war as the nuclear option is no longer its
‘) substitute. Hence, in this mobile defense enterprise, there needs
g; to be a force at the operational level with such agility and
:ﬁ mobility that it can execute the full spectrum of the mobile
5 defense, and the counterstroke in particular. Again the solution is
.i in army combat aviation, this time within the concept of air-
§§ mechanization and at the level of a division. Herein lies the
:T anaswer to mobility, agility, the operational level, the mobile
5} defense, and the countersatroke: the airmechanized diviasion as an
:. operational force.
g: All of this has a price, however. It requires a new approach
‘# to warfare, or at least a fresh perspective, revisited by one of the
é great German generals from the Eaastern Front. When General Balck
:¢ . spoke of the threat of a Soviet tank diviaion in his rear, he did
not panic. His frame of mind was"...the further the enemy goes, the

greater the opportunity for hias destruction.'™«®
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